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DETAILED ACTION 

Information Disclosure Statement 

1 . The references disclosed within the information disclosure statement (IDS) 
submitted on July 24, 2007, February 5, 2007 and September 1 , 2006 have been 
considered and initialed by the Examiner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103(a) 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-4 and 6-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Gelderie etal. (U.S. 6,479,155) in view of Triebel et al (U.S. 4,201,828). 

Gelderie discloses a laminated glass film comprising intermediate layers 
consisting of different materials including polyvinyl butyral (PVB) and fluorinated 
hydrocarbons (THV) (column 1 , lines 6-7 and column 3, lines 14-21). Gelderie does not 
explicitly disclose an adhesive bonding the layers together. Because Gelderie does not 
specifically teach an adhesive bonding the PVB and THV layers together, one of 
ordinary skill in the art would look to the prior art, such as Triebel, to teach adhesively 
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bonding the glass laminate layers together. Triebel teaches a glass laminate where the 
individual layers are connected by an adhesive layer of polyvinyl butyral (abstract and 
column 1, lines 24-31). Gelderie and Triebel are combinable because they are related to 
a similar technical field, which is glass laminates. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to include the PVB adhesive layers, as taught by Triebel, to bond 
the glass laminate layers of Gelderie to achieve the predictable result of increasing the 
durability and internal strength of the glass laminate, as in claims 1, 4 and 8. 

Concerning claim 2, Gelderie discloses the sheets each have a thickness of 0.38 
mm (column 3, lines 30-37). 

Concerning claims 3 and 6-7, because the intermediate layers comprise sheets 
including PVB and THV, it is reasonable to expect the additional PVB and THV layers to 
be on both sides of the laminated film, as the top PVB and THV sheets are near to the 
top side of the film and the bottom PVB and THV sheets are near the bottom side of the 
laminate. 

Concerning claim 9, Gelderie discloses the laminated glass has two outer glass 
sheets (column 3, lines 31-34). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103(a) 

4. Claims 1 0-1 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gelderie et al. (U.S. 6,479,155) in view of Triebel et al (U.S. 4,201 ,828) further in view 
of Karschti et al (U.S. 6,770,375). 
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Gelderie and Triebel are relied upon for instant claim 1, as above. Neither 
reference discloses the glass plates are made of soda lime glass or borosilicate glass. 
Karschti teaches a glass laminate composted of glass material made from tempered 
lime/soda glass or borosilicate glass (column 5, lines 20-27). All of the references are 
combinable because they are related to a similar technical field, which is glass 
laminates. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to substitute the 
soda-lime glass or borosilicate glass of Karschti for the glass of Gelderie and Triebel 
because they are functional equivalents and to achieve the predictable result of 
improving the strength and stability of the laminate (abstract), as in claims 10-11. 

Concerning claims 12-13, Gelderie discloses a laminated glass film comprising 
intermediate layers including fluorinated hydrocarbons (THV) (column 1, lines 6-7 and 
column 3, lines 14-21). 

Concerning claims 14-16, Gelderie discloses a laminated glass film comprising 
intermediate layers consisting of different materials including polyvinyl butyral (PVB), 
fluorinated hydrocarbons (THV) and polyethylene vinyl acetate (column 1, lines 6-7 and 
column 3, lines 14-21). 

Concerning claims 17-18, the phrases, "resin interlayerfilm is subjected to flame 
retardant treatment" and "resin interlayerfilm is subjected to cross-linking treatment" 
introduce process limitations to the product claims. The patentability of a product does 
not depend on its method of production. If the product in the product-by-process claim is 
the same as or obvious from a product of the prior art, the claim is unpatentable even 
though the prior product was made by a different process." In re Thorpe, 777 F.2d 695, 
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698, 227 USPQ 964, 966. Further, process limitations are given little patentable weight 
in product claims. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103(a) 



5. Claims 1 9-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gelderie et al. (U.S. 6,479,1 55) in view of Triebel et al (U.S. 4,201 ,828) in view of 
Karschti et al (U.S. 6,770,375) further in view of Gutweiler et al (U.S. 5,384,346). 

Gelderie, Triebel and Karschti are relied upon for instant claim 1 1 , as above. 
None of the references discloses phosphorus added to the PVB film. Gutweiler teaches 
Improving the thermal stability of polyvinyl butyrals interlayers by adding phosphorus to 
PVB interlayers (abstract and column 1, lines 5-13) where phosphorus functions as a 
flame retardant. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add 
phosphorus to the PVB layer of Gelderie to achieve the predictable result of improving 
the thermal stability and light resistance of the PVB layer (abstract and column 1, lines 
5-13). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103(a) 



6. Claims 1-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gelderie et al. (U.S. 6,479,1 55) in view of Suzuki et al (U.S. 6,042,928). 
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Gelderie discloses a laminated glass film comprising intermediate layers 
consisting of different materials including polyvinyl butyral (PVB) and fluorinated 
hydrocarbons (THV) (column 1 , lines 6-7 and column 3, lines 14-21). Gelderie does not 
explicitly disclose an adhesive bonding the layers together. Because Gelderie does not 
specifically teach an adhesive bonding the PVB and THV layers together, one of 
ordinary skill in the art would look to the prior art, such as Suzuki, to teach adhesively 
bonding the glass laminate layers together. Suzuki teaches a glass laminate having a 
silane coupling agent adhesive layers to bond the layers together (column 1, lines 4-5 
and column 1 1 , lines 46-51 ). Gelderie and Suzuki are combinable because they are 
related to a similar technical field, which is glass laminates. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to include the silane coupling adhesive layers, as taught 
by Suzuki, to bond the glass laminate layers of Gelderie to achieve the predictable 
result of increasing the durability and internal strength of the glass laminate, as in claims 
1,4-5 and 8. 

Concerning claim 2, Gelderie discloses the sheets each have a thickness of 0.38 
mm (column 3, lines 30-37). 

Concerning claims 3 and 6-7, because the intermediate layers comprise sheets 
including PVB and THV, it is reasonable to expect the additional PVB and THV layers to 
be on both sides of the laminated film, as the top PVB and THV sheets are near to the 
top side of the film and the bottom PVB and THV sheets are near the bottom side of the 
laminate. 
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Concerning claim 9, Gelderie discloses the laminated glass has two outer glass 
sheets (column 3, lines 31-34). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103(a) 

7. Claims 1 0-1 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gelderie et al. (U.S. 6,479,1 55) in view of Suzuki et al (U.S. 6,042,928) further in view of 
Karschti et al (U.S. 6,770,375). 

Gelderie and Suzuki are relied upon for instant claim 1 , as above. Neither 
reference discloses the glass plates are made of soda lime glass or borosilicate glass. 
Karschti teaches a glass laminate composted of glass material made from tempered 
lime/soda glass or borosilicate glass (column 5, lines 20-27). All of the references are 
combinable because they are related to a similar technical field, which is glass 
laminates. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to substitute the 
soda-lime glass or borosilicate glass of Karschti for the glass of Gelderie and Suzuki 
because they are functional equivalents and to achieve the predictable result of 
improving the strength and stability of the laminate (abstract), as in claims 10-11. 

Concerning claims 12-13, Gelderie discloses a laminated glass film comprising 
intermediate layers including fluorinated hydrocarbons (THV) (column 1, lines 6-7 and 
column 3, lines 14-21). 

Concerning claims 14-16, Gelderie discloses a laminated glass film comprising 
intermediate layers consisting of different materials including polyvinyl butyral (PVB), 
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fluorinated hydrocarbons (THV) and polyethylene vinyl acetate (column 1, lines 6-7 and 
column 3, lines 14-21). 

Concerning claims 17-18, the phrases, "resin interlayerfilm is subjected to flame 
retardant treatment" and "resin interlayerfilm is subjected to cross-linking treatment" 
introduce process limitations to the product claims. The patentability of a product does 
not depend on its method of production. If the product in the product-by-process claim is 
the same as or obvious from a product of the prior art, the claim is unpatentable even 
though the prior product was made by a different process." In re Thorpe, 777 F.2d 695, 
698, 227 USPQ 964, 966. Further, process limitations are given little patentable weight 
in product claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103(a) 

8. Claims 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gelderie et al. (U.S. 6,479,1 55) in view of Suzuki et al (U.S. 6,042,928) in view of 
Karschti et al (U.S. 6,770,375) further in view of Gutweiler et al (U.S. 5,384,346). 

Gelderie, Suzuki and Karschti are relied upon for instant claim 1 1 , as above. 
None of the references discloses phosphorus added to the PVB film. Gutweiler teaches 
Improving the thermal stability of polyvinyl butyrals interlayers by adding phosphorus to 
PVB interlayers (abstract and column 1, lines 5-13) where phosphorus functions as a 
flame retardant. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add 
phosphorus to the PVB layer of Gelderie to achieve the predictable result of improving 
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the thermal stability and light resistance of the PVB layer (abstract and column 1 , lines 
5-13). 



Conclusion 



9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lawrence Ferguson whose telephone number is 571- 
272-1522. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 9:00 AM 
-5:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Keith Hendricks, can be reached on 571-272-1401. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



/L. Ferguson/ 
Patent Examiner 
AU 1794 



/KEITH D. HENDRICKS/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1794 



